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1. Introduction

Proficient reading involves mastering the skills of decoding, identifying words and
understanding text on the page with meaning. For the purpose of becoming a proficient
reader, it is essential for English language learners to develop an extensive bank of sight
words that assist in reading new texts effortlessly (Helman & Burns, 2008). English
sight words refer to high-frequency words used in English reading materials such as
those represented by Fry’s 300 Instant Sight Words (Fry & Kress, 2006) or Dolch Sight
Words (May, 1998; Dolch, 1936). Previous research shows that when younger English
language learners master sight words learning, their reading ability may grow along
with repetition, memorization skills, word recognition and spelling skills (Snow, Burns,
& Griffin, 1998; Maki, Voeten, Vauras, & Poskiparta, 2001; Sanchez, Magnan, &
Ecalle, 2012) and more advanced reading skills (Ehri, 1995; Freebody & Byrne, 1998;
Hong & Chen, 2011). Therefore, English sight words play a pivotal role in developing

reading abilities.

2. Sight words learning

Despite the importance of English sight words in developing English abilities,
most research regarding English sight words learning has focused on particular sam-
ples, such as students with learning disabilities, special education in language learning,
or remedial levels in language reading classes (Erbey, Mclaughlim, Derby, & Everson,
2011; Browder & Xin, 1998; Mercer & Mercer, 2005; Alberto, Waugh, Fredrick, &
Davis, 2013; Tzeng, Chen, & Chen, 2013). Moreover, most research regarding English
sight words focuses on the literacy development of native English speakers. There are
relatively fewer studies focused on non-native English language learners. While re-
search summaries show that English language learners acquire reading skills in a simi-
lar manner to native speakers (August & Shanhan, 2006), there are also several factors
influencing their learning of second language, such as phonological awareness, mor-
phological structure and phonics of different languages (Lau & Chan, 2003; McBride-
Change, Cho, Liu, Wanger, Shu, Zhou, Cheuk, & Muse, 2005; Chiappe & Siegel, 2006;
Kahn-Horwitz, Sparks, & Goldstein, 2012). These differences may influence English
sight words learning of non-native English language learners, showing the importance
of addressing English language learners from different countries.

Recently, the increasing diversity in the classroom makes it even more challenging
for educators to cater to students of different learning styles. Consequently, the teach-

ing approach of differentiated instruction has received more and more attention in both
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practice and academic field. In English sight words learning, it is also vital to examine
the critical factors that distinguish superior sight words learners from those who are
inferior. As previous research showed, English language learners with high language
abilities differed from those with low abilities in several domains, such as instinct moti-
vation (Logan, Medford, & Hughes, 2011), learning strategies applied (Purpura, 1997,
Purpura, 1998; Lu & Liu, 2011) and reading strategies used (Zare-ee, 2007). These crit-
ical factors can possibly lead to differences in English language learners’ performance
in English. However, studies that focus particularly on the critical factors of English
sight words learning are still lacking. In this study, we focus on non-native English lan-
guage learners in Taiwan and aim to examine the critical factors distinguishing superior

sight words learners from those who are inferior.

2.1 Important factors that affect sight word learning

A large volume of research shows greater interest in the importance of spelling
ability, word recognition and literal comprehension skills and how they may affect
English language learners and growth in reading abilities (Anderson, Heibert, Scott, &
Wilkinson, 1985; Aaron, Joshi, Mahboobeh, Ellsberry, Henderson, & Lindsey, 1999;
Stanovich, 2000; Oakhill & Cain, 2007; Snowling, Cain, Nation, & Oakhill, 2009).
Based on the simple view of reading (Gough & Tunmer, 1986), it is certain that with
accurate language comprehension and better word recognition skills, a student is able
to read unfamiliar words and understand what they have read from context. Snowling et
al. (2009) found that both word recognition skill and language comprehension process-
es accounted for significant and independent variance in reading comprehension perfor-
mance, suggesting that both contributors are important. There were also studies noting
that word recognition skill was highly associated with reading fluency; these concluded
that better comprehension with English sight words can be beneficial to reading speed
(Schwanenflugel, Meisinger, Wisenbaker, Kuhn, Strauss, & Morris, 2006), which fur-
ther supports the importance of word recognition skills in developing reading ability.
Along with word recognition skills, spelling ability was also considered the foundation
of literacy development (Kahn-Horwitz, Sparks, & Goldstein, 2012). Yeung, Siegel,
and Chan (2013) reported that children of English language learners performed better
with phonological awareness instruction and significantly improved in English word
reading and spelling phonological performance than the control group of students. In
addition, Ehri (2014) proposed that when students are fully prepared with the ability of
decoding words, they are able to memorize and differentiate English words with varied

meanings, suggesting the importance of spelling abilities in learning English. All in all,
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we predicted that the critical differences between superior and inferior English sight
words learners lie in spelling ability, word recognition and literal comprehension skills.
In other words, we predicted that superior English sight words learners will perform
better with regard to spelling ability, word recognition and literal comprehension skills

than inferior English sight words learners.

2.2 Merging technological-supported instruction

Many different teaching strategies in sight words learning were implemented and
have been discussed in the past (Anderson, 1999; Eldredge, 2004; van Keer, 2004; Hel-
man & Burns, 2008; Ness, 2011). According to Mosher (1928), the look and say meth-
od is a way of teaching students to connect meaning with written symbols; this method
has been commonly used in language classrooms. Baker (1980) suggested that the look
and say method is generally followed by four steps: revision of known words; introduc-
tion of new words by way of picture discussion; a brief whole-class revision test of new
words; and individual or small group follow-up activities. Cunningham (2000) noted
that flashcards, worksheets, writing words in sentences and word walls effectively fo-
cus students’ attention in vocabulary learning. Memorizing and reciting are alternative
ways to learn English sight words; other researchers suggest that learning sight words
with reading materials may enhance better comprehension and learning results (Jenkins,
Stein, & Wysocki, 1984;Nagy & Scott, 2000; Nagy & Herman, 1987). Mezynski (1983)
stated that when learning in a meaningful context, readers tend to learn words actively
and solve problems in learning situations. It is more effective to learn words in seman-
tic and thematic clusters; for example, several words can be learned together as follows:
nose, eyes, mouth, and ear. Better vocabulary learning performance crucially counted
on the higher frequency of words that learners expose while learning (McKeown, Beck,
Omanson, & Pople, 1985; Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 1982; Johnston, 2000). Litera-
ture has stated that instructional technology is more than beneficial in learning; it pro-
vides sufficient time for teachers to prepare for the class and gives students enjoyable
time to perform exercises at their own learning speed (Paris & Paris, 2001; Zimmerman
& Tsikalas, 2005). Prior research suggests that instructional technology provides a scaf-
folding for a learning environment, promotes better self-learning abilities and leads
students to become self-regulated learners (Liu, Navarrete, & Wivagg, 2014). Tan and
Liu (2013) suggested that K4 students (N=52) applied E-workbook in learning science
performed better than students using hard copies of science textbook; targeted students
also provided positive attitude and feedback in E-learning. A meta analysis conducted

by Liao and Xie (2014) concluded that implementing E-learning in remedial learning

PR R O R



ST RIS EAN (SWBLS) BYGH R HRaL RS 2 T 143

sufficiently improved students’ academic performance and it has shown medium ef-
fect size in the study. Sufficient use of instructional technology positively promotes
a higher level of reading comprehension in many aspects, such as letter and phonics
practice, word recognition exercises, reading and grammar activities (Cobb, 1999; Gar-
cia & Arias, 2000; Lan, 2013; Lysenko & Abrami, 2014). It also increases learners’

learning experience, and most importantly, it serves as an influential strategy in English
language learning for non-English language learners (Agbatogun, 2014). Lan (2013) re-
ported that with the use of Mywordtools software, students in K6 performed significant-
ly better in strategy use and learned more in English vocabulary learning. In this study,
we consider applying the look and say method with the use of instructional technology
to contribute to the best learning outcome. Therefore, the Sight Words Buddy Learning
System (SWBLS) is implemented to examine a group of K5 students in spelling, word

recognition, and literal comprehension skills.

2.3 The present study

There are many potential factors that affect English sight words learning for
English language learners. This study focused on a group of K5 students in one of the
elementary schools in New Taipei City, Taiwan, and SWBLS was implemented as an
in-class and off-class learning tool. The performances among superior and inferior
learners’ resultss were compared; several variables such as spelling, word recognition,
and literal comprehension skills were examined to evaluate its correlated levels. Then,
with the hierarchical regression analyses, this study further investigated significant vari-
ables that might influence superior or inferior learners in learning English sight words.
Finally, valuable research results toward different levels of sight words learning were

revealed.

3. Methods

3.1 Participants

A total of 96 (40 male, 56 female) K5 non-English speaking students from 3 class-
es participated in this study; they were from one of public elementary schools located
in New Taipei City, Taiwan. Students were recruited voluntarily and granted permission
from the principal and home class teachers. Fifty-three children were identified as su-
perior learners (N = 26, 8 male and 18 female) or inferior learners (N =27, 11 male and

16 female) literacy performers of English language learners.

3.2 Materials
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3.2.1 Dolch Words

English sight words refer to high frequency words, and 50% of those words are
contained in reading (Fry & Kress, 2006). According to May (1998), we use 500 thou-
sand words for verbal communication. However, in written form, we use only 0.02%
of those words, and these are mostly sight words. Dolch Words is the commonly rec-
ognized and used sight words chart; it is classified into five levels: Pre-primer, Primer,
First Grade, Second Grade, and Third Grade. Each level does not represent a difficulty
level sequence; however, it refers to frequency levels. Those in the first level are the
most highly frequented words, and vice versa. It is suggested to learn pre-primer level
words before the Primer level so that learners can gain better comprehension while
reading. Sight words included in the Dolch Words Chart are essential components of
becoming a competent reader. These 220 words are commonly used in daily life, traffic
signs, and reading and therefore have a significant influence in English language learn-
ing.

3.2.2 Spelling test, Word recognition test, and Literal comprehension test

The spelling test contains 20 words arbitrarily selected from the Dolch Sight
Words Chart; the total score was 100 points. Students were required to listen and spell
out English words in the blank. The contents of the test are based on the Dolch Words
(Johnson & Barrett, 1971). The second part contains 50 English words. Each English
word was listed on the paper, and students were required to listen and number the cor-
rect word according to the order in which it was spoken by the teacher. The total score
was 100 points. The final part is a literal comprehension test that contains 30 English
words. Both English words and the Chinese definition were provided; students were re-
quired to read each English word and match it with the correct Chinese definition. The
total score was 100 points; each incorrect answer deducted 3 points. These three tests

reached high internal consistency and a reliability of .70.

3.2.3 Sight Words Buddy Learning System (SWBLS)

This study used SWBLS as a medium for students to reflect their individual learn-
ing progress and implemented the four steps of the look and say method (Baker, 1980)
so that students would be able to learn based on class materials and individual learn-
ing speed. Learning content in the SWBLS followed the four steps of the look and say
method by Baker (1980): revision of known words, introduction of new words by way
of picture discussion, a brief whole-class revision test of new words, and individual
or small group follow-up activities. Learners accessed each task from the easiest to

the most challenging; SWBLS records each individual learner’s progress so that the
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same learner builds upon previous learning results and takes on more challenges and
difficult tasks. When students first access SWBLS, they need to apply for an ID. The
class teacher will approve of each ID so that individual students will be able to access
SWBLS. Basically, when students enter the online learning front page, they will receive
a short message from the class teacher and then can follow instructions from each learn-
ing task accordingly. Once they have decided on a particular lesson they would like to
take, they follow the three steps shown in Figures 4, 5 and 6. Firstly, students listen to
36 to 40 sight words to learn the day’s materials and practice pronunciation at their own
learning pace. This step is fundamental for each student to be able to cope with differ-
ent tasks that use English sight words from the day’s materials. Secondly, students open
the “Sight Words Buddy” to practice word recognition skills; they listen to at least 100
sight words and differentiate each word accordingly. Students can control their learning
pace; if they want to listen to a particular word more than once, they can use the repeat
function. Lastly, when students complete each task, they have to report grades in the

system. The procedures of the SWBLS are shown below:

1. wes Engien Grassicom

@O‘Q\W@

h

Sight Words Buddy Learning System (SWBLS)

Menu Bar: From left to right

Front page/class content/ online learning/ enter grades/ references

Figure 1. SWBLS front page
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Figure 2. Online learning page (in English)
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Figure 3. Learning task and instruction page (in English)

Sight words chart
for learning of the
day

| blue | can
| funny | go

help | Jump

little look

blay

you

Sight Words
Buddy Platform

Student clicks this button and
listen to one of the words shown
on the screen such as many.
green and found. It contains at
least 100 practices.

Figure 5. Sight Words Buddy Platform
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Figure 6. Self-report grade page

SWBLS can sufficiently satisfy students’ learning needs, which means that
SWBLS provides superior learners with more advanced tasks and inferior learners with
an easier level of tasks. Each task has a different assignment; for example, students
practice listening to the words from SWBLS and then match the vocabulary they have
heard from a song. Lyrics are shown on the screen (figure 7), and they must identify
sight words from the lyrics. Another advanced example (shown in figure 8) is that stu-
dents listen to a different English song and then fill in the blanks. This requires spelling
skills and depends on the student’s previous learning progress. When students com-
pleted easier tasks, they may choose advanced tasks. Another example is that a student
reads a story on the screen and then properly identifies sight words they have read from
the story (figure 9). This example also extends several other practices for students so
that students are able to apply English sight words they have learned from performing
several different tasks. An additional advanced example is shown in Figure 10; through
this task, students combine mixed skills such as spelling, word recognition and literal
comprehension skills, at the same time. They must identify and match English sight
words with correct Chinese definitions. From this task, they can also learn example

sentences comprehensively.
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J
Song: Wheels on the Bus+

The wheels on the bus go round and round,:
round and round, :

round and round. : 7

The wheels on the bus go round and round, :
all (All) through the town. (1-14):

$

The wipers on the bus go swish, swish, swish;:
Swish, swish, swish;
Swish, swish, swish. :

Figure 7. Listen to a song and ticks sight words

Merry Christmas Everyone-

and/is/me/what/is/all/the/for/old/have/find/to/by/was.

Snow falling around v
Children playing, having fun.
Ivs season, love understandingy

Merry Christmas everyones

Figure 8. Fill sight words into the lyrics

) CACET

S ARG LT



EEE B E M (SWBLS) BIEREH Rt 8 2 0 149

g S\ 9 g Gt S s
% ¢
. 2
¢
: [% s 8
g / T
!
e -
o
>, ™ (to]School
- ‘; ) A < About Children
-~ / 9&’-"’/ Around the World o 'vi‘
» by EDITH BAER 2 ;%.
Hluserated by 9
STEVE BJORKMAN ; i

abananas | youand mes| goawaye | Thisisa blue skye | 1can swim.¢

R T e - Higye &
Come here.o| Sitdown.o | Ifindyous| Thisisfor | Youfunny | gohomes
my teacher.¢ guyse

®ape e 1= 49 = e %
Helpmes [ lamualle | Thecatis Heisa Itisa pen.o| lcan jump.e
in the box.o| litde boy.»

Figure 10. Advanced learning task with literal comprehension training

3.2.4 SWBLS Satisfactory Survey
A survey of 10 questions was conducted to understand students’ learning ef-

ficiency, learning interest and satisfaction using SWBLS. Participants filled in the

SWBLS Satisfactory Survey at the end of the courses. They were instructed to evaluate

each item on the SWBLS Satisfactory Survey on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree,

2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). Survey items were examined

and reviewed by three Engli(sgh teachers in one of the elementary schools in New Taipei
%) CACET
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City, and the survey items were modified accordingly. All items reached a reasonable
level of expert validity. For the reliability level, the survey items reached high internal

consistency and the reliability of .890.

3.3 Procedure

Participants (N = 96) implemented the look and say method in reading instruction
and applied SWBLS in computer classrooms for 16 classes over an 8-week duration.
Each class aimed to teach 39 to 46 English sight words with the use of flash cards,
content from SWBLS and practice. Students are allowed to access SWBLS in class and
after class; SWBLS recorded students’ learning results and provided different learn-
ing tasks from easiest to most difficult according to varied English sight words learning
levels. Then, all participants completed a spelling test, word recognition test, and literal
comprehension test in computer classrooms; three assessments were carried out at the
end of the course during the fall semester of the school year. The tests took approxi-
mately one class session lasting 40 minutes.

The spelling test, word recognition test, and literal comprehension test were first
tested with a group of K5 students (N = 23, 12 boys and 11 girls) in one of the public
elementary schools in New Taipei City. The spelling test was given first; the researcher
repeated each vocabulary word 3 times and provided an example sentence for students
to spell out correct words. For example, for the word “only” , the example sentence
was “Tam the ONLY child in my family” . As another example, for the word “four” ,
the example sentence was “Number FOUR means bad luck in the Chinese culture” .
The second test proceeded similarly; however, students were required to identify words
and to mark numbers in order. Fifty words were printed on the test paper and were
separated into 5 columns. While the researcher repeated each English word 3 times,
students were required to identify the correct word on the paper and mark the num-
ber accordingly. When students finished marking the first column, the second column
would proceed. The last part was a literal comprehension test and was carried out by
the students themselves. English words and their Chinese definitions were both printed
on the paper. Students were required to match 30 English words with the correct Chi-
nese definitions; meanwhile, two extra Chinese definitions were provided. Finally, the

SWBLS Satisfactory Survey was given to all participants at the end of the semester.

4. Results

T-test statistics were used to analyze whether differences existed between vari-
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ables among superior and inferior learners. Later, correlations were carried out to fur-
ther examine the relationship between variables and to determine significant variances
that might affect superior and inferior learners in learning English sight words. Lastly,
several hierarchical regression analyses were implemented to evaluate differences ex-
isting among all learners, both superior and inferior. Furthermore, a satisfactory survey
was conducted to review feedback and to prove whether the system reflected positive

teaching results.

4.1 Descriptive statistics of variables on superior and inferior learners

To test our prediction, several t-tests were carried out, and the results are presented
in table 1. Consistent with our prediction, our results showed that there was a signifi-
cant difference between the spelling score of superior learners (M = 89.91, SD = 10.34)
and those of inferior learners (M = 15.74, SD = 15.30) (¢ (51) = 20.60, p< .001, d = 5.66).
There was also a significant difference between the word recognition score of superior
learners (M = 97.38, SD = 2.31) and those of inferior learners (M = 58.07, SD = 26.15)
(t (51) = 7.63, p< .001, d = 2.10). A significant difference was still found between the
literal comprehension abilities of superior learners (M = 86.34, SD = 10.60) and those

of inferior learners (M = 14.59, SD = 12.76) (¢t (51) =22.23, p<.001,d = 6.11).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and t-test results

superior learners inferior learners
Variable (n=26) (n=27) t(51) p-value d
M SD M SD
spelling 89.81 10.34 15.74 15.30 20.60%** L00*** 5.66
word recognition 97.38 2.31 58.07 26.15 7.63%%* L00*** 2.10
literal comprehension g3 060 1450 1276 2223 00%* 611

abilities

*p<.05, ¥*¥p<.01, *** p<.001

4.2 Correlations between variables on superior learners and inferior learners

Correlations were carried out to examine the strength of associations between
variables. The results of superior learners were presented in the upper half of Table 2.
Among the variables of superior learners, spelling score was found to positively relate
to literacy ability (r = .69, p<.01). Word recognition score was negatively related to
literal comprehension abilities (r = -.44, p<.05). The results of inferior learners are pre-
sented in the lower half of Table 2. Among these variables, literacy ability was found
to positively relate to spelling score (r = .65, p<.01), word recognition score (r = .80,

p<.01) and literal comprehension abilities (r = .52, p<.01).
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Table 2. Correlation results among variables

1 2 3 4
1. literacy ability — 69%* .03 22
2. spelling LO5%* — 23 35
3. word recognition .80%* 54%* — -.44%*
4. literal comprehension abilities S52%* L63%* 54 —

Note: Correlations for superior learners are shown above the diagonal; correlations for inferior learners are

shown below the diagonal.

*p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001

4.3 Hierarchical regression analysis of all participant’s English sight words
learning performance

Table 3 shows the results of a hierarchical regression analysis of all of the English
language learners who participated in the current study. Both spelling score (5 = .53,
p<.01) and word recognition score ( 5 = .46, p< .01) were found to be positively re-
lated to literacy ability.

Table 3. Hierarchical regression analyses predicting variables in all participants

(N=96)
Steps and variable R’ AR’ Vet T p

Stepl 78 Wi

Spelling R 18.29 L00#**
Step2 .87 LQ9HH*

Spelling 52k 8.73 L00***

Word recognition AoHF* 7.72 .00***
Step3 .87 .00

Spelling 53k 591 L00***

Word recognition AoHE* 7.68 00***

Literal comprehension .00 -.08 94

*p<.05, ¥*p<.01, *** p<.001

4.4 Hierarchical regression analysis of superior and inferior learners' Eng-
lish sight words learning performance

To further examine the difference between superior and inferior learners, a hi-
erarchical regression analysis was conducted to investigate the relationship between
variables; the results are shown in Table 4 and Table 5, respectively. Among superior
learners, only spelling score was found to be positively related to literacy ability (3
= .80, p< .01). Among inferior learners, only word recognition score was found to be

positively related to literacy ability (5 = .64, p<.01).
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Table 4. Hierarchical regression analyses predicting variables in superior learners

Steps and variable R’ AR’ Vi T P

Stepl 48 A48%*

Spelling L69FH* 4.77 L00H**
Step2 .50 .02

Spelling ST2HHE 4.73 L00H**

Word recognition -.13 -.86 40
Step3 Sl .02

Spelling L8OFH* 4.50 L00H**

Word recognition =22 -1.19 25

Literal comprehension -.16 -.85 41

*p<.05, ¥*p<.01, *** p<.001

Table 5. Hierarchical regression analyses predicting variables in inferior learners

Steps and variable R’ AR’ Vi T P

Stepl 42 A2%*

Spelling 65k ** 4.23 L00***
Step2 .70 28

Spelling .30* 2.28 .03%*

‘Word recognition 63 4.76 L00***
Step3 .70 .00

Spelling 31 2.00 .06

Word recognition .64 %% 4.48 L00***

Literal comprehension -.02 -.10 92

*p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001

4.5 SWBLS Satisfactory Survey

The SWBLS Satisfactory Survey contains three parts: learning efficiency, learn-
ing interest and function of the SWBLS. In the first part, learning efficiency, 94% of
the participants agreed (include those who strongly agreed) that after using SWBLS,
they felt they could perform better to differentiate vocabulary by hearing it. More than
half of the participants agreed that they can perform better in spelling after using the
SWBLS; in addition, they also agreed that they can perform better in translating English
words into Chinese with the assistance of SWBLS. Regarding the question of whether
they can better memorize vocabulary words, 41% agreed and 41% strongly agreed. It
is notable that 1/5 of the students (approximately 22%) reported that they were unsure
whether using SWBLS improved their spelling ability; a reasonable suspicion was that
spelling ability might be a bit more difficult than listening to vocabulary and under-

standing its literal meaning. Therefore, some students might feel less confident to report
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its progress.

Table 6. SWBLS Satisfactory Survey: Learning Efficiency

Survey questions Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree .

Afier using SWBLS... agreed Disagree
Q1: I feel I can perform better to dif-
ferentiate vocabulary by listening to its 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%
pronunciation
Q2: I feel I can perform better in spelling 50% 25% 22% 3% 0%
Q3: I feel I can perform better in translat-
. . . . 41% 38% 19% 2% 0%
ing English words into Chinese
Q4: 1 feel I can better memorize vocabu-

41% 41% 16% 2% 0%

lary words

In the second part of the survey, learning interest perspective, more than 90% of
the participants agreed and strongly agreed for these four questions. Overall, students
reflected that with the use of SWBLS, the system motivated their learning effectively
and positively. They generated a higher interest in learning English, they like to use
SWBLS to assist them in learning and most importantly, they like using SWBLS in

classes.
Table 7. SWBLS Satisfactory Survey: Learning Interest
Surve estions Strongl Strongl
utvey quest rongly Agree Neutral Disagree .r &y
Afier using SWBLS... agreed Disagree
Q5: I feel I have a higher interest in learn-
. . 78% 19% 3% 0% 0%
ing English
Q8: I like to use SWBLS to learn English
72% 22% 6% 0% 0%
vocabulary words
QO: I think the teacher should use SWBLS
. 53% 44% 3% 0% 0%
more often in classes
10: I like the way of applying online
Q WAy orappying 78% 19% 3% 0% 0%

SWBLS in classes

Last but not the least, the majority of the participants agreed and strongly agreed
that the functions and content on SWBLS are easy to use and comprehensive. Only
13% were not sure or disagreed on the functions of the SWBLS; this may indicate that
a small amount of students might be unfamiliar with the computer functions of the
system and might need more practice on the tasks. In short, with the implementation
of SWBLS, students felt much more positive in vocabulary learning and built a higher
confidence in reporting their own learning progress with a high learning efficiency out-

come. In other words, SWBLS successfully assisted students in significantly building
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spelling, word recognition and literal comprehension skills. All in all, the survey results
confirmed that technology implementation significantly improved students’ English

learning in learning efficiency, learning interest and satisfaction with SWBLS.

Table 8. SWBLS Satisfactory Survey: The functions of SWBLS

Survey questions Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree .
After using SWBLS... agreed Disagree
Q6: I feel the functions on SWBLS are
56% 31% 7% 6% 0%
easy to use

Q7: 1 feel the content on SWBLS is easy

to understand

72% 28% 0% 0% 0%

4.6 Discussion

To become a proficient reader, it is essential for English language learners to
master English sight words. While previous research about English sight words mostly
focused on particular samples, the current study took non-English language learners
into consideration and examined the critical factors distinguishing superior sight words
learners from those who are inferior. Our study found that superior sight words learners
were significantly different from those who were inferior in spelling, word recognition,
and literal comprehension abilities. For superior sight words learners, spelling is the
best predictor for sight words ability. For inferior sight words learners, word recogni-
tion is the best predictor for sight words ability.

Consistent with our prediction, our research findings suggest that spelling, word
recognition, and literal comprehension abilities are important components not only
in learning English but also in learning English sight words. As a result, these critical
factors that the current research proposes can be applied as valid indicators of English
sight words ability. Teachers can also understand their students’ sight words learning
via such factors. Moreover, our research also shows that factors restricting children's
sight words learning are not identical for superior and inferior sight words learners. As
prior research found that English learning of superior and inferior learners may differ in
some domains such as motivation (Logan et al., 2011) and learning strategy (Purpura,
1997; Purpura, 1998), our research further suggests that English learners with differ-
ent abilities also differ in their pattern of learning. The results show that spelling is the
best predictor for sight words ability for superior sight words learners, whereas word
recognition is the best predictor for inferior sight words learners. This finding is consis-
tent with the language-learning process of orthographic mapping (OM), which explains

how children learn to read words by sight, to spell words from memory and to acquire
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vocabulary words from print (Ehri, 1995; Ehri, 2005; Ehri, 2014). According to the four
phases of development proposed by Ehri (2005), the development of reading ability
begins in the prealphabetic phase, during which sight words are learned by remember-
ing salient visual cues and during which children possess no decoding ability. As they
reach the final phase, the consolidated alphabetic phase, their ability to decode new
words matures and their sight words learning is based on primarily on grapho-syllabic
connections. Students in this phase are able to apply grapho-syllabic spelling units such
as spellings of syllables, and spellings of morphemes, which is a vital contributor to
spelling ability. These characteristics of different phases can explain our results in that
superior learners corresponded to the consolidated alphabetic phase and inferior learn-
ers corresponded to the prealphabetic phase. Our findings provided an empirical base
for teachers who try to establish an English sight words learning program for English
language learners and are a reminder of the importance of designing flexible programs
that are compatible with every type of child.

From the results of the SWBLS Satisfactory Survey, students reported a high sat-
isfaction level in the overall aspects of learning efficiency, learning interest and func-
tions of the software. However, approximately 22% of the participants reported that
they were not sure whether using SWBLS improved their spelling ability or not. This
might because spelling ability was seen as a more challenging ability than listening or
oral ability. Therefore, students might feel less confident to report its progress. Another
perspective was that a few of participants reported that they were unsure or disagree the
functions of the SWBLS was easy to use; a reasonable explanation might be targeted on

more training or practice with those English tasks among students.

5. Results

The purpose of this study was to evaluate SWBLS for a group of K5 students in
spelling, word recognition, and literal comprehension skills. In this study, several im-
portant findings have been concluded. We found that superior learners were significant-
ly different from those who are inferior in spelling, word recognition, and literal com-
prehension abilities. For superior learners, spelling is the best predictor for sight words
ability, while for inferior sight words learners, word recognition is the best predictor for
sight words ability. Among all of the K5 English language learners participating, both
spelling and word recognition abilities were found to be positively related to literacy
ability. In addition, through SWBLS implementation, the results echoed with the litera-

ture in general. Students tend to be fond of using SWBLS and would like to have more
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opportunities in using it in classes. Future research might include samples with more
diversity to examine the learning of English sight words in a different context. The cur-
rent research is a cross-sectional design with all data self-reported. A longitudinal study

might be conducted in the future to reduce the effect of common method variance.
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Abstract

This study focused on English sight words learning of non-native English language
learners and aimed to examine the critical factors distinguishing superior sight words learners
from those who are inferior. We identified three possible critical factors to test the ditferences
among English language learners, including spelling, word recognition, and literal comprehen-
sion abilities. A quasi-experiment was conducted that included 96 students from an elementary
school in New Taipei City of Taiwan. Students were taught under the framework of the Look
and Say Method and a Sight Words Buddy Learning System for 16 weeks. The results showed
that superior sight words learners were signiticantly different from those who are inferior
in spelling, word recognition, and literal comprehension abilities. For superior sight words
learners, spelling is the best predictor for English reading ability, while for inferior sight
words learners, the best predictor is word recognition ability. These results highlight the vari-
ous factors restricting students' sight words learning and the importance of spelling and word
recognition abilities as contributors to superior- and inferior-ability students' performance in
English sight words learning. The findings suggest that different instructional emphasis should
be made for superior- and inferior-ability students when teaching English, and better learning

performance will thus be sufficiently improved.

Key words: Spelling, word recognition, literal comprehension skill, sight words,
SWBLS
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